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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

1 . The corrected or substitute drawings were received on 2/7/02. These drawings 
are approved. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-15 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over SAVITZKY (US 6,012,083) in view of GRATE (US 5,956,483). 

As to claim 1 , SAVITZKY teaches a method for serving remote procedure calls 
from an applet (client-side code) which executes within an applet viewer (applet-aware 
browser), the method comprising: receiving from the applet a request for a document 
according to a document retrieval protocol implemented on a computer network (client 
sends a server a document request for a document in the form of a URL); determining 
that the request specifies a function (execute script) which is defined within a computer 
process (server program) executing independently of the applet and applet viewer and 
which includes one or more computer instructions (script) (server identifies the request 
as a request to execute a script rather than a request for a document); and executing 
the function to thereby cause execution of the one or more computer instructions in 
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response to receipt of the request (the server executes the CGI script, possibly using 
arguments passes as part of the URL) (col. 1 , line 63 - col. 2, line 43). It would be 
obvious that the applet generates the request since the request for a document is 
generated with client-side code execution and that the script execution of generating the 
document is unrelated to the actual retrieval of the document. However, SAVITZKY 
does not teach the server as a local server wherein the system that generates the 
request is the system that serves it. It is well known in the art that a web server can be 
local to the browser. 

GRATE teaches a browser which sends request (HTTP post request) to a web 
server (SHOPPER) that is local to the browser wherein the system that generates the 
request is the system that serves it (col. 10, lines 26-41). Therefore, it would be obvious 
to combine the teachings of SAVITZKY with the teachings of GRATE in order to 
facilitate local processing of request. 

As to claim 2, Savitzky teaches the client sending a document request in the form 
of a URL where the URL refers not to a document on the server but to a program on the 
server (via a script). A URL is a portion of namespace in a browser for identifying 
resources or documents and since the URL in Savitzky is used to identify a function as 
well as a document, the URL is a namespace in the browser for function requests. 
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As to claim 3, SAVITZKY teaches returning to the applet result data produced by 
execution of the function (dynamic document of server side code execution) (col. 2, 
lines 10-14). 

As to claim 4, SAVITZKY teaches the returning comprises: forming a document 
which includes the data; and sending the document to the applet (dynamic document of 
server side code execution) (col. 2, lines 10-14). 

As to claim 5, SAVITZKY teaches the document retrieval protocol is HTTP (col. 
1, lines 45-62). 

As to claims 6-10, reference is made to a computer readable medium that 
corresponds to the method of claims 1-5 and is therefore met by the rejection of claims 
1-5 above. 

As to claims 11-15, reference is made to a system that corresponds to the 
method of claim 1-5 and is therefore met by the rejection of claims 1-5 above. 

As to claim 22, "Official Notice" is taken in that a remote procedure call is well 
known in the art and would be obvious to use in order to request execution of the CGI 
script of the server. 
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As to claim 23, SAVITZKY teaches a method for serving remote procedure calls 
from an instruction set (client-side code) that executes within a first computer process 
(browser), the method comprising: receiving a request for a data file (document) 
according to a data file retrieval protocol (HTTP) (client sends a server a document 
request for a document in the form of a URL); determining that the request specifies a 
function (execute script) which is defined within a second computer process (server 
program) executing independently of the instruction set and the first computer process, 
the function including computer instructions (script) (server identifies the request as a 
request to execute a script rather than a request for a document); and executing the 
function to thereby cause execution of the computer instructions in response to receipt 
of the request (the server executes the CGI script, possibly using arguments passes as 
part of the URL) (col. 1 , line 63 - col. 2, line 43). It would be obvious the script 
execution of generating the document is unrelated to the actual retrieval of the 
document. However, SAVITZKY does not teach the server as a local server wherein 
the system that generates the request is the system that serves it. It is well known in 
the art that a web server can be local to the browser. 

GRATE teaches a browser which sends request (HTTP post request) to a web 
server (SHOPPER) that is local to the browser wherein the system that generates the 
request is the system that serves it (col. 10, lines 26-41). Therefore, it would be obvious 
to combine the teachings of SAVITZKY with the teachings of GRATE in order to 
facilitate local processing of request. 
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As to claim 24, SAVITZKY teaches the client sending a document request in the 
form of a URL where the URL refers not to a document on the server but to a program 
on the server (via a script). A URL is a portion of namespace in a browser for 
identifying resources or documents and since the URL in Savitzky is used to identify a 
function as well as a document, the URL is a namespace in the browser for function 
requests. 

As to claim 25, SAVITZKY teaches returning to the result data produced by 
execution of the function (dynamic document of server side code execution) (col. 2, 
lines 10-14). 

As to claim 26, SAVITZKY teaches the returning comprises: forming a document 
which includes the data; and sending the document to the first computer process 
(dynamic document of server side code execution) (col. 2, lines 10-14). 

As to claim 27, SAVITZKY teaches the document retrieval protocol is HTTP (col. 
1, lines 45-62). 

As to claims 28-32, reference is made to a system that corresponds to the 
method of claims 23-27 and is therefore met by the rejection of claims 23-27 above. 
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Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 2/7/02 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant argues that neither Savitzky nor Grate teach executing the 
function in the same computer system. The examiner disagrees. Savitzky does teach 
that an applet executes a function to a server application in a server computer. 
However, Grate teaches executing a function by a server application in the same 
computer that requested the execution. Therefore, the combination adequately teaches 
executing a function requested by an applet in the same computer that requested the 
execution. 

Applicant argues that Savitzky does not teach a request for a document and 
determining that the request specifies a function which is unrelated to retrieval of any 
document specified. The examiner disagrees. Savitzky teaches the client sends a 
server a document request for a document in the form of a URL and the server identifies 
the request as a request to execute a script rather than a request for a document (col. 2, 
lines 1-10). Therefore, Savitzky adequately teaches a request for a document and the 
determining step as claimed. 

Applicant argues that the teaching in Savitzky which describes the server 
generates a document in accordance with the program and returns that document to the 
browser is expressly contrary to the execution of a function which performs a task 
unrelated to the retrieval of the document as taught. The examiner disagrees. First, the 
examiner has interpreted the task unrelated to retrieval of a document as the dynamic 
generation of the document by a CGI script. Savitzky teaches the generation and 
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sending of dynamic documents wherein the server identifies the request as a request to 
execute a script rather than a request for a document and the server executes the CGI 
script wherein the results of the execution are sent as the document (col. 1 , line 64 - 
col. 2, line 18). Therefore, Savitzky adequately teaches the limitations as claimed. 

As to claim 2, Applicant argues that neither reference teach a name space 
reserved for function calls. The examiner disagrees. Savitzky teaches the client 
sending a document request in the form of a URL where the URL refers not to a 
document on the server but to a program on the server (via a script). A URL is a portion 
of namespace in a browser for identifying resources or documents and since the URL in 
Savitzky is used to identify a function as well as a document, the URL is a namespace 
in the browser for function requests. Therefore, the limitations of claim 2 are met by the 
rejection. 

As to claim 3 & 4, Applicant argues that none of the references teach forming a 
document and returning the results. The examiner disagrees. Savitzky teaches forming 
a document which includes the data and sending the document to the applet (col. 2, 
lines 11-13). 

As to the remaining arguments of claims 6-15, refer to the responses above. 

Conclusion 

4. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



How to Contact the Examiner: 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
Examiner should be directed to Lewis A. Bullock, Jr. whose voice telephone number is 
(703) 305-0439. A voice mail service is also available at this number. 

□ All responses sent by U.S. Mail should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

□ Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park Two, 2021 Crystal 
Drive, Arlington. VA., Sixth Floor (Receptionist). All hand-delivered responses will be 
handled and entered by the docketing personnel. Please do not hand deliver 
responses directly to the Examiner. 



IMPORTANT CHANGE IN PTO FAX POLICY: 

□ AFTER-FINAL faxes must be signed and sent to: (703) 746-7238. 

□ OFFICIAL faxes must be signed and sent to: (703) 746-7239. 

□ NON OFFICIAL faxes should not be signed, please send to: (703) 746-7240. 

All OFFICIAL faxes will be handled and entered by the docketing 
personnel. The date of entry will correspond to the actual FAX 
reception date unless that date is a Saturday, Sunday, or a Federal 
Holiday within the District of Columbia, in which case the official date of 
receipt will be the next business day. The application file will be 
promptly forwarded to the Examiner unless the application file must be 
sent to another area of the Office, e.g., Finance Division for fee 
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charging, etc. 

To avoid ongoing Washington D.C. area mail processing delays, the Examiner 
reguests that Applicant direct all communications to the PTO by fax . All incoming faxes 
are securely stored on PTO computers that are dedicated to fax reception. If you send 
a fax, please do not send duplicate papers via U.S. mail. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should be 
directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-9600. 

Lewis A. Bullock, Jr. 

Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2151 

Normal Flex work schedule: Monday-Friday ST. J0HNC0URTBWKI 




